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Special Distrjct #2 Integrating Committee Meeting Minutes
« November 1, 1996 - 8:00 a.m.
Board of County Commissioners' Conference Room
Room 603, County Administration Building
Cincinnati, OH 45202

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Brayshaw at 8:15 a.m. Two
Committee Members, Mr. Seitz & Mayor Savage, were not present due to being
out of town.

Support Staff present: Messrs. Cottrill, Cline, Bass, Riddiough, Pettit,
Beck, Bass and Cron. Also present were David Wagner, formerly the Chairman
~of the OPWC; Ted Hubbard, Chief Deputy County Engineer; Brian Pickering &
{ rem Garg from the City of Cincinnati's Engineering Division.

Mr. Sykes moved approval of the May 24, 1996 minutes; seconded by Mr. Mendes
and passed unanimously.

Mr. Cottrill introduced the new support member, Mr. Joe Cron who is the
Engineer for the City of Montgomery.

Mr. Cottrill announced that 135 requests for grant-funded projects were
received in addition to applications for 9 loan-funded projects, plus two
requests for bond interest funding through the credit enhancement process.

By applying the criteria delineated in the Round 11 Rating System, the
District Liaison surmised that three projects from Rounds 8 and 9 had become
"delinquent”, based on information contained in letters copied to the
District. Specifically, the letters informed the receiving jurisdictions
that one of their existing Project Agreements would be terminated, unless the
OPWC received an acceptable request for a time extension within 10 days of
the letter's date. Two of the letters, both dated March 6, 1995, provided
information regarding MSD's Project No.CB80l/Trenchless Technology Sewer
Rehabilitation Project and the City of Cincinnati"s Project No. CBF05/Vine
Street & Forest Intersection Improvements. The third letter, which was dated
January 17, 1996, afforded notice to the City of Reading regarding their
Project No. CB914/East Mechanic Street Culvert, advising them of the same
concern.
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Mr. Cottrill stated the rating system for Round 11 was approved by the
Committee on May 24, 1996. After the approval was given by OPWC, he spoke by
telephone with our District Representative, Cathy Concilla, who brought to
his attention that here were some jurisdictions in District #2 that had
received "delinquent letters” for Round 8 or Round 9 projects. When
questioned by Mr. Cottrill about the classification of projects that were the
subject of the "delinquent letters", Ms. Concilla replied that OPWC
considered the projects to be delinguent once the letters were generated and
mailed. (Mr. Cottrill explained that these letters are automatically
generated by OPWC's computerized database system when the project is 60 days
or more past the date listed in the funding application. Aan original letter
is mailed to the jurisdiction and one copy mailed to the Liaison Officer for
the appropriate District.) Upon reviewing his files covering those funding
rounds, Mr. Cottrill confirmed that notification letters had indeed been sent
to the affected jurisdictions, and +that copies were included in the package
of documents provided to each member for today's meeting.

Discussion began regarding how the definition of "delinquent projects" as
specified in the Rating System Addendum was to be applied to Round 11. Mr.
Heile spoke about the second sentence under Ability to Proceed,which stated
that "A project is considered delinguent when it has not received notice to
proceed within the time stated on the original application and no time
extension has been granted by the OPWC." He then proceeded to read verbatim
what Mr. Cottrill had said at the April 18, 1996 meeting briefly indicating
{ 'hat as of then, April 18, 1996, every single jurisdiction in our District
was in compliance with OPWC timewise. Mr. Heile contended that a sponsoring
jurisdiction had to meet a "two-part test" before one or more of its projects
were judged to be considered "delinquent”, a project had to meet a "two-part

test" by -

1) not receiving a Notice to Proceed within the time stated on the
original application AND

2) not having received a time extension

In order to assist the Committee in dealing with the matter of "delingquent
projects”, a speaker phone call was placed to Cathy Concilla of OPWC. Mr.
Heile indicated that the District was having difficulty interpreting the
statement regarding this in our Rating Criteria, but contended once more that
a4 project had to meet the "two-part test" before it was considered
delinquent. The Committee was reminded that this matter was discussed at the
April 18, 1996 meeting, and that the minutes appear to backup that
interpretation.

Mr. Cottrill asked Ms. Concilla if a vote was necessary by the Committee to
change the rating system at this time. She indicated that it sounded as if
all the Committee members were generally in agreement with Mr. Heile's
explanation, so that no vote would be necessary to apply the interpretation
to this year's projects. She then stated that it appears to be something
~hat needs review and possible revision before the next funding round.

At this point, Mr. Heile referred to a letter to the Integrating Committee
from the City of Cincinnati, expressing concern over the manner in which the
criteria had been applied to the Projects submitted by the City of
Cincinnati, MSD and the City of Reading.
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Mayor Brooks noted that he was under the impression that the Integrating
Committee was able to deal with each case on its own merits, basing judgement
on the technical advise of the Support Staff. Mr. Brayshaw thought that Ms.
Concilla had clarified the question to the point that only the status of the
MSD project remained to be resolved. '

With the Committee reaching consensus on the question, Mayor Brooks made a
motion recognizing that both the Integrating Committee and OPWC had agreed
that neither the City of Cincinnati's Project No. CBF05 (Vine Street at
Forest & Woolper) nor the City of Reading"s Project No. CB%914 (East Mechanic
Street Culvert) were in a state of delinquency because a time extension had
been granted. The motion was seconded by Mr. Sykes and passed unanimously.

After the motion was adopted, Mayor Brooks asked for the minutes to reflect
the appreciation of the Integrating Committee for the efforts of the Support
Staff, that they had worked diligently in dealing with this matter, and that
the ambiguity should not be considered an oversight. Mr. Brayshaw agreed,
explaining he wanted the gquestion to be considered by the Integrating
Committee after it had been examined and discussed by the Support Staff.

Pursuing a suggestion by Mr. Prem Garg, Mr. Brayshaw recommended that the
Support Staff attempt to facilitate the information flow between the District
and the OPWC staff so the Committee can be apprised regarding the status of
-previously funded projects. This action would tend to reduce the need for
. he Integrating Committee to decide these matters since the Support Staff
could monitor project schedules so that jurisdictions with projects
approaching delinquency deadlines can be notified of the consequences of
further delay.

At this point, Bob Bass, speaking as the member of the Support Staff who
authored the involved portion of the current rating system, indicated that it
was his intent to hold a jurisdiction to the schedule established in the
application. Further, if a jurisdiction was diligently working towards
bidding the project on schedule, it WOULD realize that an OPWC time extension
would be needed long before the date specified in the Agreement. While we
have apparently solved the "problem" for this particular funding round, the
District still needs to address this concern in the future. To this end, the
Support Staff should meet with Ms. Concilla to determine how the delinquency
question can be addressed, with the intent of making sure that the projects
move along in a timely manner.

Mr. Sykes questioned how the Committee should respond to the City's letter
about how the rating criteria was to be applied for the Round 11 projects.
Mr. Heile, speaking on behalf of the City about the content of the letter,
indicated that the letter was not intended to express criticism towards the
Committee or the Support Staff, but was written to establish the Cityv's
position on the question before the Committee. Mr. Mendes added that the
serious tone of the letter was prompted by the City's realization that it
would be the only jurisdiction actually penalized if the rating criteria were
pPplied in the "alternative" manner. (MSD would likely still receive its
~Loan funding and Reading's project rating placed it lower on the list, in a
position where 5 points added or subtracted would have no effect on its
funding potential for Round 11.) Since the matter was resolved today to the
satisfaction of the City of Cincinnati, no response to the letter is expected
Or necessary.
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| -.r'. Brayshaw stated that the Committee still had to deal with the question of
the possibility of delinquency of MSD's Trenchless Technology project. He
introduced Mr. Joe Niehaus from MSD who explained the reasons behind the
scheduling problems with this project, problems that he characterized as
being beyond the control of MSD. 1In summary, the project was divided into
three portions and bids were taken. The Bidder on Part II based his bid on
use of material that was not then approved. Rather than award the work to the
Contractor who was second and who was also low on Part I, the Director of MSD
decided to re-advertise for bids on Part II. The matter was the subject of
court action all of which delayed start of work on Part II. Parts T and ITT
have been completed.

Mr. Huddleston acknowledged that MSD might be guilty of a technical default
which might be applied in a manner to "punish" them in this funding round,
But he felt that the Committee could, with a clear conscience, waive the
infraction based on the circumstances involved.

Mr. Brayshaw agreed and stated that it will be up to the Integrating
Committee to decide if the penalty will be waived for MSD in this funding
round.

Mr. Wagner stated that one important thing that Ms. Concilla said, and this
is the fundamental basis of the program, that it is locally generated. OPWC
will not turn down a project submitted to them for approval unless it is in

~conflict with the law and statutes, or in conflict with the District's rules.

¢ 'he District can create the kind of rules they wish and if they are approved,
'OPWC is going to hold you to them. They normally don't turn down projects.
The same thing with default. Larry Bicking will work with people that are in
situations just like MSD. Their prime concern is getting money out and not
penalizing good projects. The whole purpose is to keep the money flowing and
jobs moving. Another extension can be granted under the extenuating
circumstances that exist for MSD.

Mr. Heile proposed a motion that would approve NOT imposing the penalty on
the MSD project at this. stage if they can obtain the appropriate extension
from OPWC. The motion was seconded by Mr. Hamner and approved unanimously.

Mr. Cline requested a clarification on the motion, asking if it were possible
to get that extension requested soon, which Mr. Niehaus acknowledged.

Small Governments Committee - Mr. Sykes stated no report as they have not met
since our last District #2 meeting.

Mavyor Brooks nominated Mr. Sykes to serve as Vice Chairman of District #2.
The Committee was in agreement.

After discussion it was decided to meet on Friday, December 13, 1996. This
date was agreeable to +the Members that were present. A telephone
solicitation will be taken.

- 1r. Heile moved adjournment, seconded by Mr. Sykes and approved unanimously.
~Meeting adjourned 9:35 a.m.
Respectfully submitted,

. ;oan Cornelius
cc: Support Staff Recording Secretary




Round 11 Schedule

Appeal Period by Jurisdictions

Monday, October 28, 1996 through Monday, November 4, 1996

Appeals Field Checks & Hearings
Wednesday, November 6, 1996 through Wednesday, November 13, 1996

Final Priority Listing of Project Applications & Results of Appeals Mailed

Friday, November 22, 1996

Vote on Round 11 Priority Listing of Prejects

Friday, December 6, 1996

Round 11 Priority Listing Filed With OPWC

As soon as possible after December 6, 1996.
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SCIP/LTIP PROGRAM

ROUND 11 - PROGRAM YEAR 1997
PROJECT SELECTION CRITERIA
JULY 1, 1997 TO JUNE 30, 1998

ADOPTED BY THE INTEGRATING COMMITTEE

May 24, 1996

JURISDICTION/AGENCY :

NAME OF PROJECT:

PRELIMINARY SCORE FOR THIS PROJECT:

FINAL SCORE FOR THIS PROJECT:

RATING TEAM:

POINTS

If SCIP/ILTIP funds are granted, when would the construction
contract be awarded?

10 Points - Will be under contract by end of 1997 and no

5 Points -

0 Points -

delinquent projects in Rounds 8 & 9.

Will be under contract by March 30, 1998 and/or
jurisdiction has had one delingquent project in
Rounds 8 & 9,

Will not be under contract by March 30, 1998 and/or
jurisdiction has had more than one delinquent project
in Rounds 8 & 9.

What is the physical condition of the existing infrastructure
to be replaced or repaired?

25
23
20
17
15
10

5

0

NOTE:

Points
Points
Points
Points
Points
FPoints
Points
Points

Failed

Critical

Very Poor

Poor
Moderately Poor
Moderately Fair
Fair Condition
Good or Better

If the infrastructure is in "good" or better condition, it will

NOT be considered for SCIP/LTIP funding unless it is an expansion
project that will improve serviceability.

-1-




ADDENDUM TO THE RATING SYSTEM
DEFINITIONS/CLARIFICATIONS

~Criterjon 1 - ABILITY TO PROCEED

The Support Staff will assign points based on engineering experience and OPWC
defined delinquent projects. 2a project is considered delinquent when it has not
received a notice to proceed within the time s5tated on the original application
and no time extension has been granted by the OPWC. A jurisdiction receiving
approval for a project and subsequently cancelling the same after the bid date
on the application may be considered asg having a delinquent project.

Criterion 2 - CONDITION

Condition is based on the amount of deterioration that is field verified or
documented exclusive of capacity, serviceability, or health, safety and welfare
issues. Condition is rated only on the existing facility being repaired or
abandoned. If the existing facility is not being abandoned or repaired, but a
new facility is being built, it shall be considered a5 an expansion project.
(Documentation may include ODOT BR-86 reports, pavement management condition
reports, televised underground system reports, age inventory reports,
maintenance records, etc., and will only be considered if included with the
original application.)

Definitions:

FAILED CONDITION - Requires complete reconstruction where no part of the
existing facility is salvageable. (e.g. Roads: complete reconstruction of
roadway, curbs and base; Bridges: complete removal and replacement of bridge;
| nderground: removal and replacement of an underground drainage or water system;
Hydrants: completely non-functioning and replacement parts are unavailable.)

CRITICAL CONDITION ~ Requires moderate or partial reconstruction to maintain
integrity. (e.g. Roads: reconstruction of roadway, curbs can be saved; Bridges:
removal and replacement of bridge with abutment modification; Underground:
removal and replacement of part of an underground drainage or water system;
Hydrants: some non-functioning, others obsolete and replacement parts are
unavailable.)

VERY POOR CONDITIQON - Requires extensive rehabilitation to maintain integrity.
(e.g. Roads: extensive full depth, partial depth and curb repair of a roadway
with a structural overlay; Bridges: superstructure replacement; Underground:
repair of joints and/or minor replacement of pipe sections; Hydrants: non-
functioning and replacement parts are available.)

POOR CONDITION - Requires standard rehabilitation to maintain integrity. (e.q.
Roads: moderate full depth, partial depth and curb repair to a roadway with no
structural overlay needed or structural overlay with minor repairs to a roadway
needed; Bridges: extensive patching of substructure and replacement of deck;
Underground: insituform or other in ground repairs; Hydrants: functional, but
leaking and replacement parts are unavailable.)

MODERATELY POOR CONDITION - Requires minor rehabilitation to maintain integrity.
(e.g. Roads: minor full depth, partial depth or curb repairs to a roadway with
- ither a thin overlay or no overlay needed; Bridges: major structural patching
dnd/or major deck repair; Hydrants: functional and replacement parts are
available.)
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THE OHIO PUBLIC WORKS COMMISSION
65 East State Street, Suite 31 2, Columbus, Ohio 43215

COMMISSIONERS DIrECTOR
Chairman - Betty Davis W. Laurence Bicking

=PUBLIC WORKS Vs G et g

- For You

Richard O. Moare William S. Newcamb Jr.
David H. Wagner Jr.

March 6, 1995

CERTIFIED MAIL

David Krings '

Co. Adminstrator ey

Hamilton County ‘g f

County Administration Bldg. Room 603 Ddfég; @

Cincinnati, OH 45202 S aﬁ;ﬂ )

@ -
RE: Project No. CB801 / TRENCHLESS TECHNOLOGY SEWER REHABILITATIOT;{ e Q?)
Y
. Dear Mr. Krings 7 %
qi’/ JC\/U

Gt i/

The above referenced project has not moved forward in accordance - ¥ ki

with the project schedule set forth in Appendix A of our agreement. . \g;’r DCT

The Commuission is concerned that projects move forward in a timely o’ rf"

manner to provide usable infrastructure to Ohio’s residents, and that S

its funds enhance employment opportunities and improve the economic s N Y /

welfare of the people of the State. = j;

Since State resources to assist local infrastructure improvements are @)\’%:. ' A

limited and there are many worthy projects that can move forward on a o/ )

timely basis. The Comumission desires to terminate your agreement in ¢

order that other projects may be funded. l,fl

In accordance with Section 5. of our agreement, Project Schedule, the ﬁ
Commussion intends to terminate this agreement. You may apply for an

extension of the date to initiate construction provided that the project : %))3/
will start and be completed within a reasonable time frame

Generally, requests to extend the project schedule will not be approved
if your schedule lends itself to funding in a future program year.

This agreement will be formally terminated unless we receive your
request for an extension within ten business days.

L nce Bicking
Director

cc: Thomas Quinn
Cathy Concilla
District Committee

614-466-0880




S . THE OHIO PUBLIC WORKS COMMISSION
: . 65 East State Street, Suite 312, Columbus, Chio 43215

3 = OH IO : COMMISSIONERS DirRECTOR

= Chairr?'lan - Betty Davis W. Laurence Bicking
= PUB L IC %m( S Daniet E. Whitmire  Henry C. Hollinger
= Vice Chairman - Willizm N. Morgan
= Richard O. Moare Witliam 5. Newcomb Jr.
P OR Y()U David H. Wagner Jr.
March 6, 1995

John F. Shirey g 1% 6
City Manager Eo U

The City of Cincinnati

Room 152, City Hall 801 Plum Strest

Cincinnati, OH 45202

RE: Project No. CBF05 / VINE STREET AT FOREST AND WOOLPER INTERSECT
Dear Mr. Shirey

2y

Our records indicate that the above referenced project has not moved
forward in accordance with the project schedule sét forth in Appendix
A of our agreement.

Since the project bid date agreed to has passed, and we have not
received a Request to Proceed for construction, we assume the project
18 1nactive.

The Commission is concerned that projects move forward in a timely
manner to provide usable infrastructure to Ohio’s residents, and that

its funds enhance employment opportunities and improve the economic
welfare of the people of the State.

Since State resources to assist local infrastructure improvements are
limited, the Commission intends to terminate your project and release its
funds to your district in order that other projects may be funded.

You mamgly for an extension of the pro?)éct schedule, provided that the
project e completed within a reasonable time frame.

Generally, requests to extend the project schedule will not be approved if
your schedule extends in to a future construction season.

In accordance with Section 5 of our agreement, Project Schedule, our
agreement will be formally terminated unless we receive a Request to
Proceed for construction, or request for extension within ten business days

Director

cc: Jay Gala
Cathy Concilla
District Committee

614-466-0880
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THE OHIO PUBLIC WORKS COMMISSION
65 East State Street, Suite 312, Coiumbus, Ohio 43215

COMMISSIONERS DIRECTOR
Chairman — Betty Davis W. Laurance Bicking

- . PUBLIC WORKS e S i e

For You

William N. Morgan William S. Newcamb Jr.
David H. Wagner Jr.

January 17, 1996

Hon. Frank Carnevale

Mayor )

The City of Reading .

1000 Market Street

Reading, OH 45215

RE: Project No. CB914 / EAST MECHANIC STREET CULVERT

Dear Mayor Carnevale

Qur records indicate that the above referenced project has not moved
forward in accordance with the project schedule sét forth in Appendix
A of our agreement.

Since the project bid date agreed to has passed, and we have not _
received a Request to Proceed for construction, we assume the project
is inactive. :

The Commission is concerned that projects move forward in a timely
manner to provide usable infrastructure to Ohio's residents, and that
its funds enhance employment opportunities and improve the economic
welfare of the people of the State.

Since State resources (o assist local infrastrucuure improvements are
limited, the Commission intends to terminate your project and release its
funds to your district in order that other projects may be funded.

wT.
Liy

(1]

You may af:-'wly for an extension of the project schedule, provided that
project wil Ee completed within a reasonaéle time frame.

Generally, requests to extend the project schedule will not be approved if
your schedule extends in to a future consiruction season.

In accordance with Section 5 of our afeement, Projeg:t Schedule, our
agreement will be formally terminated unless we receive a Request o
Proceed for construction, or request for extension within ten business days

Sincerely,

cc: Bruce Brandstetter,
Cathy Concilla
District Comrmittee

614-466-0880



City of Cincinnati

John F. Shirey Room 132, Ciey Hall
ity Manauer StH Plum Street
Cincinnati, Ohio 43202
Phone (313 352-3241
Fuax (513) 352-6284

October 31, 1996

Mr. Wiiliam W, Brayshaw, P.E., P.S.
Chairman, Issue 2 Integrating Committee
700 County Administration Building

138 East Court Street

Cincinnati, Ohio 45202

RE: Round 11 SCIP/LTIP Rating Criteria

Dear Mr. Brayshaw:

T'am writing to correct an cutrageous misstatement of fact contained in the letter dated October 25, 1996, signed
by Mr. Cottrill en your behalf. That letter states that "One set of ratings imposes a 5 point penalty under rating
criteria 1, as approved by the Integrating Committee on May 24, 1996, ..." (emphasis added).

This assertion is absolutely untrue. The policy adopted by the Integrating Committee clearly does not apply to
Round 11 City of Cincinnati projects, as evidenced by the excerpt of the April 8, 1996 Integrating Committee

meeting which preceded the vote an the rating system (copy attached).

The misrepresentation containied in the October 25, 1996 letter, and any attempt to contort Committee policy for
the apparent purpose of eliminating the legitimately ranked City of Cincinnati projects, is totally unacceptable.

Respectfully,
, ;!,_,;.! s
:’r’%/% {
John F. Shirey
City Manager

Attachment

Equal Oppartuniry Emplayer



Transcript from District 2 Integrating Committee Meeting
April 18, 1996

Source of transcript is audio tape of meeting, Side 1, starting at
Tape Counter location #0136.

District Liaison Joe Cottrill speaking, explaining the recommended Rating
Criterion #1 for Round Eleven, Ability to Proceed, and how this criterion
would affect jurisdictions that would be submitting projects for Round
Eleven funding -
"Now | can report to you this morning that, as of right now,
there are no jurisdictions which would be penalized. However,
that does not mean, by this fall there will be, because there
are alot of dates between now and October that construction
must start on certain - or at least the bids must be taken. So
there are - there is, possibility that someone could be
delinquent, but as of right now, the projects that have not met
their schedules, they did do their paperwork and got project
schedule changes; they are allowed one time on a project. So
right now, every single jurisdiction in our District is in

compliance timewise."

RHC - 10/1/96
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60th District %£2 Integrating Committee Meeting Minutes
Board of County Commissioners’ Conference Room
Room 603, County Administration Building
Cincinnati, OH 45202

April 18, 1996 - 8:00 a.m.

ing was called to order by Chairman Brayshaw at B:10 a.m. Mr. Hamner

The mesti _

was the only Committee Member not present.

Support Staff present: Messrs. Cottrill, Cline, Beck, Pettit, Schlimm, Bass
and Vogel Also present was Prem Garg from the City of CinCclnnati.

Mr. Seitz moved approval of the February 2, 1896 minutes; seconded by Mr.
Mendes and passed unanimously.

Mr. Cottrill explained the District 2 Integrating Committee listing of
members stressing that zll terms expire on May 31, 1997 and the respective
¢ mbers should see te it that thelr appointing authorities azre advised so the
.mber can be reappointed for an additionel three year term before their term
expires.

A request was received from Colerain Township to amend two_of its project
agreements (CBGO9 and CBGO4), transferring funds from one LTIP project o
ahother within the same general area. This procedurs, which we have utilized
previously, will result in no net change of funds being dispersed to Colerain
Township. Mr. Sykes moved that the project amendment for Colerain Township

be approved; seconded by Mayor Brooks and approved unanimousliy.

Mr. Cottrill stated that AnthoﬁY'Wayne Avenue rehabilitation, a joint project
petween Lockland and Lincoln Heights, had been funded for =z grant Of
5481,750. The County will provide local match for this project Zrom the

Municipal Road Fund.

ill requested comments on the Draft Round 11 Rating System that had
ed to the Committes Members previously.

Under Criterion 1 — Bbility to Proceed on the Addendum to the Rating System,
it was decided to change the last sentence to read "A jurisdiction receivin

aporoval for a project and subsequently cancelling the same after the Dbid
date on the application, may be considersd as having a delinquent project”.
Designation, 0f course, would be at the discretion of the Integratin

Committas.

‘On the rating sheet under 3) regarding facility's serviceability,
euggested to change the 2 point category to read "Project design
{ nimal increase 1n capacity", not "demand", as was originally worded.

it was
is for

‘Under Criterion 4 - Health, Safety & Welfare on the Addendum, the Committes
requested examples be included in each category which will give the
jurisdictions some guidelines.



60th District #2 Integrating Committee Meeting Minutes April 18, 1986

[

Another suggestion by Committee Members under 5) Economic Health was to
reduce the number of points from 10 to 5. It would be 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, rather
than 2, 4, &, 8, 10.

Under 10) it was suggested by some Committee Members to increase the
importance of the jurisdiction enactment of the 53 license plate fee or some
sort of dedicated levy for infrastructure purposes, from a 2 point item to &
5 point item. They would like to see it be 5, 3, 0 in lieu of 2, 1, 0.

The Support Staff was requested to take these suggestions and see how they
can be implemented into the rating system criteria.

Chairman Brayshaw concurred with Mr. Seitz that the recommendaticons wer
worthy of further consideration.

Mm

1

With Mr. Huddleston having to leave, the Committee agreed to hold this
question until the Support Staff could analyze the changes. It was
gnanimously agreed to meet on May 24, 1996 at 8:00 a.m. to finalize the
rating system in order to gst it to OPWC before the June 28, 1996 deadline.

Smz1l Governments - Mr. Sykes gave a synopsis of our projects that wers
submitted and indicated that it will all be contingent on some other large
projects that have been submitted for Small Gevernment funding, but it looks
1ike District 2 may have as many as five Small Covernment projects. Voting con
projects will be May 14 so by our next meeting we will know which projects
/" we been zpproved.

0ld Business - None

New Business — Mr. Cottrill reported there will be a press conference held on
Friday, June 28, 1996 - 10:30 a.m. at which time Mr. Bicking will distribute
the Round 10 project agreements to the respective jurisdictions.

Mr. Brayshaw announced that the County Engineer's Office was having a seminar
for maintenance, design and construction type people at the Springfield
Township Grove on Winton Road and invited zll to attend.

Mr. Seitz moved adjournment; seconded by Mr. Heile and approved unanimously.
Meeting adjourned 9:15 a.m.

Respectfully submitited,

W

Joan qunelius
Recording Secretary

Ik

cc: Support Staf
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6lst District %2 Integrating Committee Meeting Minutes {Amended)}
May 24, 1996 - 8:00 a.m.
Board c¢f County Commissioners' Conference Room
Room 603, County Administraetion Buildin
Cincinnati, OH 45202

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Brayshaw at 8:13 a.m. Mr. Hamner
was the only Ccmmittee Member not present.

Suppcort Stzff present: Messrs. Cottrill, Cline, Bass, Pettit, Vogel, Beck
and Riddiough. Alsc present from the City of Cincinneti was Prem Garg and
his intern Chris Nvberqg, in addition te Cathy Concilia from OPWC.

Mr . Seitz moved zpvoroval of the April 18, 1996 minutss; seconded by Mavor
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6lst District #2 Inteqrating Committee Meeting Minutes (Amended) May 24, 1994

Unfinished Support Staff Business from Last Month:

Rating System for Round 11 - The Committee reviewed the drait Rating
System presented for consideration last month. AT that meeting, the
Committaze had reviewed and approved in concept the suggested change in
Criterion #10, which awards points to a jurisdiction for enacting an
infrastructure levy, the optional $5 license plate £fee, user fees,
and/or a dedicated tax for infrastructure. The suggested change would
award five points if two or more of these measures were adopted, three
points if one measure was adopted, and zero points if no measures were
adopted. In addition, the Integrating Committee considered the issues
presented by Messrs. Seitz, Savage Sykes and Brooks and decided to
endorse the group's recommendation of raising the maximum number of
"Condition" points to 25 from 20. In light of today's recommendation
to raise the maximum number of "Condition" points, and last month's
recommendation to raise the availzble points under Criterion =10, Mr.
Seitz moved to adopt the Round 11 Rating System as revised/clarifisd by
the Support Statt. The motion was seconded by Mr. Sykes, then was
passed unanimously.

gchedule for District Activities Involving Round 11 - T
presented a recommended schedule, which was ratified
vote, subsequent to an adoption motion by Mr. Savage and
Huddleston.

Small Governments Subcommittes report - Mr. Sykes reported that the Village
of Lincoln Heights, Village of Woodlawn, Columbiz Township and Village of
7 wrace Park all were zpproved for & total of $988,210, and the Villages of
‘. sanhills and Newtown were put on the contingency list. Chairman Bravshaw
commentad that Mr. Sykes has done an excellent job in representing tne Small
f appleause Mr

Governments and the Committee gave him a hearty round o
Sykes, in turn, thanked everycne.

0ld Business - None

New Business — Mr. Cottrill reminded the Committee of the Press Conference
being held on June 28, 1996 during which time Mr. Larry Bicking will present
the Round 10 approved Project Agreements including the Small Covernment
approved Project Agreements.

Mayor Brooks asked Chairman Brayshaw if he could perceive sesing the Anderson
Township situation (landslides) coming before Issue 2 on an emergency basis.
Chairman Brayshaw proceeded to give an update on where the situation stands.
Mr. Cline reiterated that the Emergency OPWC Rpplications need nct go through
the District Integrating Committee. This was coniirmed by our Program
Represertative, Cachy Concilla.

g
r

W3

Mr . Cottrill stated that unless something comes up that he would feel the
Committee needs to convene, additional summer meetings would be sur rfluous
and we can likely cancel the entire summer meeting schedule. '

Mayor Savage moved adjournment; seconded by Mr. Heile and passed unanimously.
i =ting adjourned 8:30 a.m. '
o Respectfully submitted,
Q\MCQ"M_QMAJ
C:ﬁoan Cornelius

.cc: Support staff - : Recording Secretary



7.)

County Commissioner's Conference Room
County Administration Building
* Room 603
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202
November 1, 1996 - 8:00 a.m.

AGENDA

Approval of previous meeting's minutes
Report by District Liaison on status of Round 1l projects.

Discussion:

Criterion No. 1 - Penalty of five points for 3 applicants.
Small Governments Subcommittee report.
0ld business.

New business.

Next meeting date is Friday, December 6, 1996, to vote on
Round 11 projects!



Special District #2 Integrating Committee Meeting
Board of County Commissioners’ Conference Room
Room 603, County Administration Building
Cincinnat, OH 45202

November 1, 1996 - 8:00 a.m.

ATTENDANCE LIST

NAME AFFILIATION PHONE NO.
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